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INTRODUCTION 

This volume will present a descriptton of Migrant Education 
achievement Information as reported In the state programs' 
Annual Reports to ED for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Forty- 
eight states submitted Annual Reports for Fiscal Year 1982 and 
49 states submitted them for Fiscal Year 1983. California did not 
submit a report for 1982 and Hawaii was not involved In migrant 
education during either of these two Fiscal Years. The District 
of Columbia and Puerto Rico submitted Annual Reports to ED for 
both ye<-»rs. 

Each report was reviewed by a member of the Migrant 
Education Workgroup. The workgroup consisted of staff from ED. 
the National Association o^ State Directors of Migrant Education 
(NASDME)t and the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act 
(ECIA) Chapter 1 Technical Assistance Centers (TACs). 

Specifically* the workgroup attempted to extract the fol- 
lowing information from *^>e reports for each Fiscal Year: 

- The subjects taught • 
The grade levels served. 

- The school terms in which the programs were offered (i.e. 

regular and/or summer terms). 
The evaluation design employed. 

- T^-? type of test(s) and test edition(s) used. 

- The testing cycle or schedule followed for acquiring 

ach i evement data . 

- A descriptiori of the achievement data. 

1 
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- The number of chtldren upon whom the data were based. 
The data analysis procedures used, and 

- The evaluation results to Include any summary table 

provided fn the report. 

In many instances some of the desfred Information was 
found In the Annual Reports. However, this should not 
construed negatively. While there was a requirement for an ann 
e^^luatlon report during this time period, there was no specif 
format or set of guidelines for collecting tne data. T!ierefo 
the :>tates developed their own locally-relevant criteria 
collecting and reporting achievement data. Because of 
autonomy allowed each state In reporting evaluation data, t 
report shoulo not be viewed as a national data collection or 
attempt to provide a stat I st i ca 1 1 y-vaMd national profile 
migrant programs. Rather, this report on achievement Informat 
represents a state-by-state summary of evaluation procedures a 
ach i evement resu Its* 



ANNUAL REPORT SUBMISSIONS 

Regular School Term Programs > Twentythree states subm f tted 
evaluation data whfch were aggregated at the state level for 
either one or both of the years. (See Taole I) Two states 
submitted aggregated evaluation results for FY 1982 but not for 
FY 1983. Four submitted such results for FY 1983 only. The 
remaining 17 states submitted statewide aggregations each of the 
two years. 

Of those states which did not report statewide aggregations, 
three reported no statewide summaries In 1982 but did report in 



1983. two rep>orted no data In 1983 only 


. and 23 


reported 


statewide aggregations either year. 






Table I 






The Numbers of States Which 


Reported 




Aggregates of Achievement 


Data 




One Year Only 
1SS2 1983 


Both 
Years 


Total 


No Statewide 

Data Reported 3 2 


23 


28 


Reported Only 
One Measure of 

Program success 2 2 


12 


16 


Reported Multiple 

Measures 0 2 


5 


7 



Totals* 5 6 40 51 



•Totals obtained from 49 states, the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico. 



Summer School Programs ♦ As shown ?n Table lit 15 states 
r.^ported aggregations for summer term programs in migrant 
education. Eight of these stated that the summer program was 
either the only term In which It was offered within the state or 
that It was the most Important program In terms of numbers of 
migrant students served. These were states with relatively large 
numbers of Currently Migratory students where the children 
typically entered the state in the late spring and departed 
either in late summer or early autumn. 

Table II 

Reported Summer School Evaluation Aggregations 

Norm-Referenced Tests 
(Non-TIERS)» 

Delawar'^ Nebraska 

Maryland Utah 

Criterion-Referenced Tests 
(Local or State-devtj loped) 

Co 1 orado Montana 

Massachusetts (1983) South Caro]}na 

Michigan Virginia 

Minnesota (text series) 

Local School District Determination 
1 11 inois Wisconsin 
Massachusetts (1983) Wyoming 
New York 

• - TIERS refers to the Title 1 Evaluation and Reoorting 
System required for program evaluation under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. 
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TYPES OF MEASURES AND EVALUATION DESIGNS EMPLOYED 

Measurement of student progress was generally accompl f shed 
through achievement testing. The three types of tests most often 
used were nationally-standardized norm-referenced tests* 
criterion-referenced tests prepared by state departments of 
education or local school districts, and tests prepared by 
classroom teacher Xests. 

Norm-referenced tests are characterized by scores reported 
relaLI\e to a national average obtained by the publishers during 
the test development process. The most common 1 y-rep>orted scores 
from norm-referenced tests were percentile rctnks, grade 
equivalents, and Normal Curve Equivalents (NCEs)t a metric 
derived specifically for use with the ESEA Title I Evaluation and 
Reporting System (TIERS) Model. 

Criterion-referenced tests v»e1d results which are 
Interpreted in an absolute sense. That is, they are designed to 
provide the teacher with data relative to students' mastery or 
non-mastery of basic skills or specific objectives. Reports from 
these tests were most often structured in terms of average 
numbers and/or percentages of skills or objectives achieved by 
students. 

Teacher-mcde classroom tests typically are more- sin Mar to 
criterion-reference^ tests than to norm-referenced tests, but 
they usually do not undergo any formal development o; validation. 
Because each classroom test is unique, results from any one te«t 
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generally cannot be directly compared to results obtained from 
any other test. 

The three most common approaches used to evaluate 
migrant educe:fon programs were (fn order of preference): non-- 
JIER^ norm-referenced test df'sfgns, the TIERS Model, and 
evaluations using criterion-referenced tests. The methods 
reported least (in order of least to more frequent reporting) 
were case studies, on-site reviews of p^'^ojects by SEA sV.^ffs, and 
skills checklists which were used to record besic skills acquired 
by migrant chi1drer>. The types and numbers of designs followed by 
the states are listed in Table III and illustrated in the Figure. 



TaDle in 

Migrant Educatfon Program Evaluation Methods 
(Flical Years 1982 and 1963)* 



Norm-referenced Tests (h<on>TtEffS) 

Alaska North Carolina 

Arizona Oregon 

OeJaware (1983) Pennsylvania 

Iowa South Carolina 

Maryland S'^uth Dakota 

Mississippi Ut*.^ 

Nebraska Vermont (1983) 

New Jersey (1962) Washington 



Local School District Determlnat Ion 

Alaska New Hampshire 

California (1983) New Jersey 

Delaware (1982) Oregon 

Idaho Rhode Island 

1 1 1 Inols Tennessee 

Iowa West Virginia 

Maine Wisconsin 
Massachusetts (1982) 



Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS) 

Alabama Louisiana (1983) 

Arkansas New Jersey (1982) 

Colorado New Mexico 

Connect I cut Ok 1 ahoma 

Florida South Carolina 

Georgia (1982) Texas (1982) 

Kentucky Vermont (1982) 



(;r Iter Ion-referenced Tests (Local gr State-De velooed^ 

Co 1 orado Monti^na 

Iowa New Jersey 

Maryland (1983) North Carolina 

Massachusetts (1983) Pennsylvania 

Michigan Puerto Rico (1982) 

Minnesota Virginia 
MIssour I 



Percent Successes Achtevlno CrltCrffl (Standard}) 

1 1 1 Ir ;>ls Texas ( 1983) 

Michigan Virginia 
New York Wisconsin 



(^heckl Ists of MSffTS or Other Sk I 1 1 s Development 

Alabama Oregon 
Alaska Wyoming 



Pro lect Reviews ^ State Teams 

Maryland West Virginia 

Massachusetts 



Case Studies 

Maine 

• - In some Instances* states used more than one method of 
evaluating their programs within a single fiscal Year. Where this 
was known to be the case, states are listed under more than one 
category. 
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MIGRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION METHODS 




^-il(non-TIERS) 
^-Laal DeterMiiation 
• TIEliS Kodel 



fffi 






- CRT (Local or State) 
• Percetit To Criteria 

- Skills Checklists 



State Project Review 
ffl- Case Studies 



IE 
15 
H 
13 
6 

3 
I 



( M.) 
( 19.«> 

( i8.m 

( m 
( m 
i m 
( m 



TOTAL: 72 (1007.) 
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As stated previously, 25 states dfd not report statewide 



aggregations In 1982, 26 did not report In* 1983 and 23 reported 
data summaries neither year. The listing of the states are 
presented In Table IV. 

Table IV 

No Reported Statewide Aggregation* 



Alaska 

Arkansas 

Cal f fornia 

Delaware (1982) 

District of Columbia 

Georgia (1983) 

Idaho 

I nd I ana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Louts tana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts (1982) 



Ml ss t ss Ippi 
Nebraska (1982) 
Nevada 

New Hampsh t re 

New Jersey (1983) 

New York 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oregon 

Pennsyl vania 

Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 

Tennessee 

West Virginia 



• - Some states did not forward achievement evaluative 
Information to ED even though It was gathered. This was done for 
a variety of reasons, e.g., no common data set was used 
throughout the state, thus precluding meaningful aggregation. 
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EVALUATION ISSUES AND EVIDENCE OF PROGRAM SUCCESS 

Constratnts._Un<que to. hi grant Education Program Eva) uat ton , As 
noted above, whfle there was a requirement for program 
achievement evaluation, no approach was mandated by ED. Thus, 
there were no uniform standards or criteria established across 
the nation for use in making common determinations of 
instructional success, "jrther , • none of the evaluation models 
traditionally used by schools to assess their regular educational 
offerings appear to be sufficiently strong to overcome the 
constraints to evaluation unique within migrant education 
programs . 

Un 1 ike res i dent ch i 1 dr en who typ i ca 1 1 y part i c i pate i n 
Chapter 1 Basic Programs, migratory children often do not remain 
in any one school system throughout an entire school term, let 
a1 one a f u 1 1 schoo 1 year . Consequent 1 y , many ch i 1 dren who 
participate in the programs are not present when LEAs conduct 
th^ 1 r pretest and/or pos ctest adm i n i strat i ens . 

Similar problems inhibit evaluation of 'iummer programs as 
well. Summer sessions are too brief for to any conventional norm- 
referenced evaluation designs since norm--ref erenced tests tend to 
be relatively insensitive to the subtle changes in academic 
performance which generally result from summer school programs. 

Attempts to assess the impact of short-term participation by 
migrant children using cr i ter ion--referenced tests are confounded 
from a national perspective because any effective measure of 
cognitive growth reflecting instructional program involvement 

O 8 
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would necessarily be so highly specific to the locally-conducted 
programs as to preclude meaningful national generalizations. 

The ev«3luatlon design most often used In Chapter 1 Basic 
Programs, the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS) 
Model in which norm-referenced tests are administered either 
annually or on a fa 11 -spring basis, simply will not work for most 
migrant education programs. The few ,<ceptlons are found In 
those few states which contain large numbers of Formerly 
Migratory studentst and In states where most migratory moves are 
Intrastate rather than Interstate* 

But even here, among states which used the TIERS Model for 
evaluating their programs for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, the 
number of scores reported was very small In comparison with the 
total number of migrant students se. ved. Therefore., the reported 
TIERS-der 1 ved data base Is highly unlikely to constitute a 
nat lona 1 1 y-repr esentat 1 ve samp 1 e . 

As a consequence. In many cases, states have allowed local 
agencies providing Instruction to migrant children to Implement 
evaluation techniques of their own choosing. Often, LEAs were not 
required to provide any annual achievement evaluation data to the 
SEAs. 

In a number of Instances where data results were forwarded • 
the measures were unique to specific Instructional components 
rather than to the program as a whole. Thus, these results 
contained no general Izabl 1 ity beyond the Immediate setting fn 
which the data were gathered. Frequently, evidence forwarded to 
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the SEA was qualitative In nature rather than quantitative and 
therefore could net be aggregated. Flnallyt there were no 
discussions In any of the reports of quality control measures 
taken to ensure dJta validity. 

The end result of such lack of uniformity has been a 
collection of designs so varied as to preclude any possibility of 
a meaningful nationally-representative aggregation of data. 
ThuSt from a scientific perspective which relies on 
systenat t ca 1 1 y-gathered and object I ve 1 y-ana 1 yzed emp i r i ca 1 
evidence, the national Impact of the migrant education programs 
must remain, for the most part, speculative. 

Indicators of_Success . Due to the pr^>blems In data collection and 
reporting, only very few conclusions about achievement can be 
drawn from the reviews of state Annual Reports: 

!• When al l achievement data are viewed col 1 ect I .^el y, 
significantly grr^ter achievement was recorded In reading in 1983 
as compared to 1982, while achievement In the math and language 
arts programs was about the same for both years. This was 
verified statistically through the use of the Sign Test when 
checked at the .05 probability level using a one-directional 
test. (Walker and Lev* 1953). 

The procedure followed consisted simply of viewing whatever 
quantitative evaluation evidence was provided in each SEA Annual 
Report. If the data showed a positive gain for a subject area 
for FY 1983, aggregated across the state by grade level, the 
res'-lt was assigned a plus ( + ). If the result. indicated an 
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achievement decline, a minus (-) stgn was listed. The analysis 
consisted of counting the number of positive signs, applying 
them against the total number of data sets examined, and 
comparing the results to the binomial distribution. If the null 
hypothesis were true, the sample woi:ld approximate an equal 
number of pluses and ml ruses. 

There were 13 positive signs and five minus signs for 
reading. The probability of this occurrence being due to chance 
factors Is equal to or less than .048. Language arts showed five 
gains and two losses for a .227 chance level, while math showed 
11 pluses and 5 minuses, a chance probability of .105 or !ess. 

2. Overall, more children's scores were reported from the 
reading programs and the fewest scores reported were from 
^ mguage arts. 

3. There were, on the average, more scores reported in 1962 
than In 1983. However, caution must be observed in attaching 
meaning to this finding in that the numbers are duplicated 
counts. That Is. many of the reported children participated in 
more than one instructional program. Since this mix may have 
changed substantially between the two years — for example, fewer 
children may have participated in more than one subject the 
second year — the differences may be irrelevant. 
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STATE-B Y-STATC SUKHA» I E i 
ALABAMA 

Reading instruction was offered to migrant students in grades 7 
through 12 during the regular school term In Flscai Year 1982 and 
2 through 12 In Fiscal Year 1983. Math Instruction was presented 
to students In grades 1 through 12 In 1982 and I through 10 In 
1983* Summer programs were also offered to these grades both 
years* though the particular subject area(s) of Instruction at 
each grade level was not specified In the. report. 

The programs for the regular school term were evaluated using 
the TIERS norm-referenced model following the fall-spring testing 
cycle. No achievement data were reported by the SEA for the 
summer sessions. Summary results of the analyses, combining grade 
level scores* are presented In Table V. 

Table V 

Reported NCE Gains from Regular School Year 
Programs In Reading And Math 

1982 1983 

Number Average • Number Average 
Tested NCE Gain Tested NCE Gain 

Reading 71 +3-8 164 +0.1 

Math 624 +9.4 736 ^-6.5 
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The results show much greater part f c tpat Ion in the m< 
programs during both school years t wfth larger NCE ga 
also occurring In that subject* The gains In Fiscal Year 1^ 
were more substantial In both subjects than those reported i 
Fiscal Yeer 1983. 

ALASKA 

The Annual Report for Alaska for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1' 
contained no achl^wement Information, However, the st< 
evaluates Its migrant education programs using an adaptation 
the Continuous-Flow Monitoring System developed and used 
Oregon • 

ARIZONA 

Reading, math, and language o. ts Instruction were offered 
migrant stude ts at various grade levels ranging from grade 
through grade 12 during both the reguiar ^^chool term and 
summer. The projects were evalL^ted through annual testing a 
part of the rtate assessment, using a standardized no 
referenced test* 

The results <. re reported as percent of Items correct for e 
skill Jrea tested. All students who were Identified as migr 
were tested In all skill areas as a part of the assessment- 
aggregate of their test scores was Included Dy grade level In 
Annual Report even though they »i.ay not have received Instruct 
as a part of the migrant education program. 

13 
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ARKANSAS 



The evaluation data from Arkansas were based upon a statewide 
fa 11 -spring adniin Jstrat fon of a commercial , nat f onal 1 y-normed» 
standard I zed test . The T I ERS norm-referenced mode 1 was used 
durfng both years to evaluate the reading and math programs 
offered fn grades 2 through 9. The results were reported by the 
SEA by grade level for each subject area. The average NCE gains 
for reading In Fiscal Year 1982 ranged from 7.0 through 14.0 and 
for math from 7.0 through 16.0. In Fiscal Year 1983, the gains 
ranged from 6.0 through 21.0 fn reading and from 5.0 through 22.0 
In math. 

CALIFORNIA 

The Annual Report from Californfa for Fiscal Year 1962 contained 
no achievement information. Copies of LEA reports to the SEA were 
attached to the Annual Report submitted to ED for Fiscal Year 
1983. Consequently, there were no statewide aggregations of 
achievement from California for either year. 

COLORADO 

Instruction in reading and math was offered by LEAs to migrant 
students in grades 1 through 12 during both summer and regular 
school terms. The projects were evaluated following two designs: 
the TIERS model for Formerly Migratory students and a criterion- 
referenced approach for Current 1 y Mi gratory ■ and some Former 1 y 
Migratory students. Both fa 11 -spring and annual testing cycles 
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were used for the TIERS evaluatfon, although the data were not 
separated by testing cycle for analysts. 

Included fn the TIERS evaluation data In Fiscal Year 1982 
were some scores from children who did not receive Chapter 1 
migrant education instruction In the areas tested. The SEA was 
unable to ascertain the extent to which this was the case. 
Therefore, the results for this year did not reflect project 
impact only. Due to this and other problems described In the 
report, the results of the 1982 TIERS evaluation are not Included 
in this report. 

In Fiscal Year 1983, Formerly Migratory students achieved an 
average NCE gain of 4.2 In reading and 3.4 In math. 

Where the criterion-referenced approach was implemented, the 
data were reported for Fiscal Year 1982 In terms of the total 
number of objectives mastered and average number of days to 
mastery per objective. Mastery was defined as the ability to pass 
a test subsequent to Instruction In a skill area. Fiscal Year 
1983 data were reported as the number of students tested and the 
average number of objectives achieved per child. Tests used to 
determine mastery included Iccal 1 y-cfeve loped classroom tests as 
well as standardized tests. Because of the differences in SEA 
reporting, the results of the criterion-referenced approach are 
summarized separately by year in Table VI. 

The table reveals that there were many more students tested 
in the summer program, and more objectives were mastered during 
the regular term for both subjects, but the time to mastery 
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Table VI 

Reported Mastery of Objectives In Reading 
and Math During Fiscal Year 1982 



Number of 
Students_ 



Objectives 
Mastered* 



Average Days 
to^Mastery* 



Regular, School Year Program 



Read I ng 



156 



17.7 



8.0 



Math 



14.3 



8.9 



Summer Program 



Reading 



973 



5.5 



6.4 



Math 



1 ,087 



6.6 



6.7 



• - Represents the average number of objectives which 
were mastered by the number of students 1 Isted. 

- Represents the average number of days required to 
master each objective. 

for the two subjects was longer for the regular term than for the 
summer term. More reading objectives than math objectives were 
achieved during the regular term, but the reverse was true for 
the summer session. 

Table VII shows again that more students were served during 
the surmer term, and that the average number of objectives 
achieved per child was greater during the regular school term. 
Almost twice as many objectives were attained per child in 
reading than In math for the regular school year term, but there 
was relatively little difference In achievement between reading 
and math during the summer. 
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Table VII 

Reported Mastery of Objectives \n Reading 
and Math Juring Fiscal Year 1983 



Number of Average Objectives 
Students Achieved Per Chi Id 





Regular School Year 


Program 


Read f ng 


348 


18.6 


Math 


272 


9.5 




Sommer Proqram 




Reading 


1 ,249 


3.3 


Math 


1 ,027 


3.7 



CONNECTICUT 



Programs were offered In both reading and math in grades 2 
through 9 in Fiscal Year 1982 and pre-k f ndergarten through 12 
during Fiscal Year 1983. Summer programs In cultural enrichment 
were offered both years but there were no statewide summary 
evaluation data reported by the SEA for these programs. The 
regular school year programs were evaluated following the TIERS 
norm-referenced model with some local programs pretesting In the 
fall and posttestfng in the spring. Others followed an annual • 
i.e.t fall-to-fall or spr Ing-to-spr I ng» testing cycle. NCEs were 
analyzed and NCE gains were reported. The data were summarized 
for this report by aggregating across grade levels. The results 
of the analyses are presented In Table VIIl. 
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Tab)e VIII 
Reported NCE Ga'ns !n Reading and Math 
from Two Testing Cycles 



I 

Number 

Tested 

Read t ng 

Fall -Spring Cycle 104 
Annual Cycle 375 

Math 

Fal 1 -Spring Cycl e 52 
Annual Cycle 372 



1983 

Average Number Average 

NCE Gatn Tested NCE Gafn 



+6 240 +8 

+4 257 +2 

+ 5 83 +14 

+5 240 +2 



As can be seent fall-sprfng testing cycle gains are greater 
In reading for both years than are those from the annual testing 
cycle. This Is true In math only for the 1982-1983 school year. 
However t positive gains were evidenced In both subjects for each 
of the two years measured through both of the testing cycles* 

DELAWARE 

Reac'Ing and math programs were offered In Fiscal Year 1982 during 
both the regular school year and summer terms In kindergarten 
through 12. No specific achievement evaluation was reported to 
the SITA for the regular term projects In 1962. Instead, 
evaluations were conducted through LEA assessments using locally 
selected and/or developed tests as well as teacher Judgments of 
student needs and progress. 
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The surimer program for this year was assessed through the use 
of norm-referenced tests. Test results were reported for only 
some of the students who participated tn the 1982 summer program. 
The data were analyzed and reported separately for each LEA 
project a^ grade equivalent gains with scores combined across 
grade levels. The reported gains averaged about two months from 
pretest to posttest. 

In Fiscal Year 1983f the Migrant Education Programs 
Implemented a longitudinal study In conjunction with the student 
assessment program conducted by the SEA. The resulting data for 
this year were combined across grade levels end were presented In 
the state achievement report In the form of general three-year 
trends of NCE score gains. The tables In the state's Annual 
Report show gains of 3.0 NCEs In reading over the three-year 
period, and of 5.0 NCEs In both language arts and math. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The District of Columbia received only planning grants for Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983. Thus, since there were no direct services to 
students, no achievement evaluation was conducted. 

FLORIDA 

Florida offered Instructional services ^n reading in Fisca^ Year 
1982 in grades 2 through 10 and in grades 2 through 7 in Fiscal 
Year * 1983. Math was taught to migrant students in grades 2 
through 6 in 1982 and 1983. Because Florida has a large number of 
Intrastate migratory children, LEAs followed the TIERS norm- 
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referenced evaluation model. There was no separation of fall- 
sprfng and annual test data fn the 198^ SEA report but the data 
were analyzed and presented separately fn 1983 as shown fn Table 
IX. 

Table IX 

Reported NCE Gafns fn Readfnj and Math 
from Regular School Year Programs 

1982 1983 

Fal 1 /Spr f ng Annual 

Number Average Number Average Number Average 
Tested Gafn Tested Gafn Tested Gain 

Readfng 1,226 +0.4 103 +2.6 599 +0.9 

Math 718 +2.7 216 +2.3 557 -0.8 



The results show greater gafns for the fall -spring testing 
cycle as compared to the annual testing cycle. No other patterns 
are evident. 

GEORGIA 

Mfgrant students fn Georgia were provfded fnstructfon in reading 
fn pre-kf ndergarten through grade 12 and fn math in grades 1 
through 12 for both Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. These 
f nstruct f onal programs were offered to mfgrant students during 
both the regular school year and summer terms during both years. 

Summer programs during both years were ana]yzed by reviewing 
the degree of chfld Involvement fn plannec act ivf ties* teachers' 
informal assessments, and comments from parents. None of these 




summer program data were reported by the SEA !n Its Annual 
Report* 

The regular school year programs during Fiscal Year 1982 
were evaluated usfng the TIERS norm-referenced model • There was 
no Indication of the types of testing cycles uttlfzed by LEAs for 
this period. The SEA reported that there were Insufficient data 
to report test scores for the Fiscal Year 1983 programs. A 
summary of the results reported for the 1982 regular school year 
term Is presented In Table X. The table of data shows that 
there were more participants In the reading program and that It 
had the greater average gain for that year. 



Table X 

Reported NCE Average Gains In Reading and 
Math from Regular School Year Programs 





Number 


Average 




Tested 


NCE Gatn 


Readfng 


236 


+4.0 


Math 


139 


+2.4 



IDAHO 

Idaho offered Instruction In reading, math, language arts, and 
language development throughout the state at various grade levels 
as determined by LEAs during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. 
Because i.EAs were given the latitude of selecting their own 
method:; of evaluating local projects, there was no statewide 
aggregation of achievement data submitted by the SEA to ED, 




ILLINOIS 

IlHnofs offered both regular school term and summer programs fn 
four subject areas: matht English language arts/reading, Spanish 
language arts/readtng, and English oral language during each of 
the two years* The regular term program tn Fiscal Year 1982 
served grades kindergarten through eight. The ninth grade wgS 
added to the regular term program in 1983. The summer programs 
for both years served grade levels pre-klndergarten through grade 
12. 

A variety of instruments, including criterion-referenced 
tests, teache"" checklists, norm-referenced tests, locally-- 
developed tests, and other instruments were used by LEAs, both 
during and at the end of the terms, to assess whether local 
standards were met by the programs each year. LEAs reported to 
the SEA the number of participants exceeding standa.-ds, meeting 
standards, and not meeting standards, for each of the program 
subject areas. A summary of the results reported by the SEA is 
presented in Table XI. 

The table show«i overall higher participation and success 

rates in the^d^-^wner programs for both years. The Spanish language 
A 

arts/read inc> programs had the highest success rates but the 
fewest nun.ber of participants. In general, the number of 
participants and success rates were greater for Fiscal Year 1982 
than for Fiscal Year 1983. 
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Table XI 

Reported Success Rates fn Baste Skfll .'-^struct? on 
From Regular School Year and Summer Programs 



1982 1983 







Number 
Reported 


Percent 
Success" 


Number 
Reported 


Percent 
Success" 








Regu lar 


Schoo 1 Year 




Math 




457 


86% 


428 


73% 


Engl t sr 


LA/Readfng 


592 


83% 


561 


66% 


Span f sh 


LA/Readf ng 


26 


92% 


68 


78% 


Engl f sh 


Oral 


359 


87% 


213 


82% 








Summer Term 




Math 




2539 


89% 


2501 


■^5% 


Engl fsh 


LA/Readf ng 


2564 


S8% 


2402 


79% 


Span f sh 


LA/Peadf nc 


442 


94% 


277 


80% 


Engl fsh 


Oral 


2193 


88% 


1303 


89% 



• - Success equals the sum of those who met standards and 
those who exceeded standards dfvfded by the total number 
reported^^ ........ 



IhfOIANA 

Migrant Education f nstructfonal programs were offered throughout 
the state fn readfng and math at varfous grade levels az 
determined by LEAs. The projects were evaluated through locally- 
selected methods, Including norm-referenced tests, iriterion- 
referencea tests and checklists of skills. Because of this local 
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autonomy \n evaluation design, there was no statewide ag^regatfon 
of data conducted. 

IOWA 

Iowa offered Instruction In reading, math and oral language for 
age levels 3 through 18 during both the summer and the regular 
school year terms, 

LEAs evaluated their migrant education programs using various 
norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests at the end of 
the regular term and summer programs. They then reported to 
the SEA numbers of students who met or exceeded locally-set 
standards of success . The SEA reported these r esu Its by 
aggregating them Into grade level groupings for each of the 
subject areas. No statewide achievement data aggregations were 
reported to ED. 

KANSAS 

Instruction was offered In reaoing and math for migrant children 
at grade levels selected by the LEAs. Each project was evaluated 
according to local district choice. The Annual Report from Kansas 
for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 contained no achievement 
Information. 

KENTUCKY 

Services were provided to migrant children during Fiscal Years 
1982 and 1983 In the subject areas of readMg, math, and language 
arts. Programs were offered during the summer and the regular 
school year terms to children In grades kindergarten through 12. 



Because approximately 70% of the migrant students were Formerly 
Migratory and resided in the state^ LEAs across the state were 
able to Implement the TIERS norm-referenced model for the regular 
school term program. 'No achievement information was reported for 
the summer programs. 

Projects within the state employed both fall-spring and 
annual testing cycles^ though there was no distinction in the 
analysis bt-tween Currently Migratory and Formerly Migratory 
student performance. A summary of the SEA evaluation results for 
the regular school year program is presented in Table XII. The 
grade level data are combined for this report. 

Table XI I 

Reported NCE Gains in Basic Skill Instruction 
from Regular School Year Programs 

' ' 1982 1983 



Number Average Number Average 
Tested ...^^ Gain Tested NCE Gain 



Reading 

Fall-Sprirg 1228 +2.9 1308 +4.4 

Annual 1543 +0.4 1207 +1.9 
Math 

Fall-Spring 1377 +5.2 1242 +5.9 

Annual 1554 +0.7 1487 +1." 
Language Arts 

Fal 1 -Spring 649 +4.9 201 +10.7 

Annual 611 +0.2 507 M.2 
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The most notable finding Is the difference between fall- 
spring and annual test cycle results. The former gains are 
consistently much larger than those reported from the latter 
testing cycle. The results also show that the gains reported for 



Fiscal Year 1983 exceeded those ^xieftf Flsca! Year 1982 across 
three ski areas t a ught ^ even though the number of participating 
stude.'^ts remained relatively constant for the two years. Further, 
fall-sprfng gains In math and language arts were larger than 
those In reading for both fiscal years. 

LOUISIANA 

Louisiana offered programs In reading, math, language arts, and 
Engl I sh-as-a-second- language (ESL) In kindergarten through grade 
12. In Fiscal Year 1982, pre- and posttest data for the reading 
and math programs were drawn from approximately 2 ,300 
participating students using a state-developed criterion- 
referenced test. The scores were reported In terms of percent 
correct. 

The SEA elected not to report test results to ED for this 
Fiscal Year because the year marked the Initial administration of 
the test and It felt that any gains reported would not adequately 
represent program Impact. In Fiscal Year 1983, the same test (tr.e 
Louisiana Criterion-Referenced Test) us^ administered. Again* the 
scores were not reported because -of SEA concern that an adequate 
mes'^ure of migrant education program tmpfvct could not be obtained 
for students who receive a combination of auxiliary services. 
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MAINE 



Regular school year and summer pro'^r^ms In readfng i 
math were provided to children In grad^a^ kindergarten thrvNugh 
during both Fiscal Years 1982 and :983» Each LEA evaluated 
projects according f> Its own preferences* then submitted 
written narrative report of project effectiveness to the SI 
Some of these reports, written as case studies, IHustra^ 
student growth tnrough tes^: score performance, checklist 
objective attainments or through other met nods. However, becai 
of these differences In procedures, the SEA did not submit 
aggregated report of achievement to ED for either year. 

MARYLAND 

Reading, cnatrt, and oral language Instruction programs w 
offered to migrant children In Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 
grades ranging from the nursery school level through gr 
12 during the regular and summer terms. The numbers of child 
participating Jr the regular school yea; programs were qu 
small as most migrants entered the state during these years 
late spring and left during the summ^?r. Thus, the summer progr 
constituted the major program effort by this state. 

In both fiscal years, the LEAs employed a state-aoopt 
commercial norm-referenced test for measuring skill develops 
using the fa 11 -spring testing cycle to ev3K.ate the requ 
school year programs. In addition, skill ma?^tery by students 
recorded on the MSRTS Skill Checklists. However, the LEAs v 
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not required to report achievement data to the SEA. Insteadt the 
SEA evaluated local projects through on-sfte reviews. 

The summer program was assessed for Fiscal Year 1983 using 
grade equivalent scores from the norm-referenced test. Five LEAs 
reported score gains for children who participated in at least 
twenty days of summer school instruction. The grade equivalent 
gains ranged from ,02 through .32 for 158 children in reading 
across the grade levels served, and from .07 through .43 In math 
for 157 students. A Criterion-Referenced Test for Migrant 
Education developed by Massachusetts was also administered to the 
migrant cMldren, but the results were not reported to the SEA. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Massachusetts provided Instruction In reading in grades 1 
through 12, excluding grade 10, and in math in grades 1 through 
3 during the summer and regular school terms for both fiscal 
years. No achievement data were reported by the SEA for ^982. 
Howevert evaluations were accomplished through on-site reviews 
which examined project achievement against project plans. 
Included among the specific Information reviewed were the total 
numbers of hours spent by children in each content area, the 
total numbers of skills which were taught compared to the numbers 
attained* and participant attendance rates. 

In 1983» similar evaluation techniques were followed with one 
addition being the administration of a criterion-referenced test 
to the children. The test was developed to measure specific 
Instructional needs of the migrant children in areas deemed 
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Important by the SEA. The state reported the results by 
summarfzfng the percentages of children who were above, at or 
below grade level for each grade level served by the program. 
These findings are Interpretable only In light of the specific 
objectives taught. 

MICHIGAN 

Instruction was offered In reading, nath and oral language during 
both summer and regular school terms to migrant students in pre- 
kindergarten through grade 12 in Michigan for each of the two 
years. Each LEA set Its own curriculum by specifying objectives 
to be taught from the Migrant Student Record Transfer System's 
(MSRTS) basic skills list. 

The programs were then evaluated using a state-constructed 
cr iter ion-referenced test matched to that list of skills. That 
iSt LEAs individually measured the extent to which participating 
migrant children achieved their particular objectives through the 
use of the state test at the conclusion of each program. They 
then reported the number of children achieving the objectives to 
the SEA. Separate reports were submitted ^or the summer and for 
the regular term prc:3rams. 

The SEA report presents test data for fall, summer, and 
regular school terms separately for Interstate, Intrastate, and 
Former 1 y Mi gratory students . They a 1 so prov i de aggregated 
subtotals for the percentage of objectives achieved across all 
terriG for each year. Table XIII reporcs aggregated subtotals for 
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. 
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Table XI 11 
Reported Success Rates fn Basic Skill 
Instruction from Combined Terms 



1982 1983 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Reported of Total R3ported_ of_Total 



Read i ng 



100% of Ob J. 1741 

75% - 99% 1586 

50% - 74% 1509 

25% - 49% 743 

1% - 24% 281 

0% of Ob J. 1086 

Totals 6946 



Math 

100% of ObJ. 1372 

75% - 99% 1623 

50% - 74% 1496 

25% - 49% 690 

1% - 24% • 183 

0% of ObJ. 1008 

Totals 6372 



Language Arts 

100% of ObJ. 1878 

75% - 99% 973 

50% - 74% 974 

25% - 49% 580 

1% - 24% 81 

0% jf Obj. 1 107 

Tota 1 s 5593 



25.0% 


1659 


27.5% 


22.8% 


1394 


23.1% 


21.7% 


1 164 


19.3% 


10.7% 


657 


10.9% 


4.0% 


140 


2.3% 


15.6% 


1010 


16.8% 




6024 




20.0% 


1458 


25.3% 


23.6% 


1483 


25.7% 


21.8% 


1205 


20.9% 


10.0% 


633 


11.9% 


Z' . 7% 


1 1 1 


1.9% 


1 4 . 7% 


823 


14.3% 




5763 




33.6% 


1730 


35. I % 


17.4% 


778 


15.8% 


1 7 . 4%% 


960 


19.5% 


10.4% 


554 


11.2% 


1.4% 


83 


1.7% 


19.8% 


QM 


16.8% 




4935 





Tab e XIII shows that more students were tested In Fiscal Year 
1982 and that the total number of children who achieved at the 
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75% level or higher was greater for that year. However, higher 
percentages of children achieved 75X or more objectives In Fiscal 
Year 1983 compared with the previous year. In 1932, greater 
percentages of children were achieving 75% or more objectives In 
language arts than were achieving those levels In either reading 
or math. The percent of participating children achieving these 
levels o^ ODjectlves was about the same across subject areas in 
1983. 

MINNESOTA 

Migrant Education Programs were offered In reading and 
math during the summer In kindergarten through grade 12. The 
programs were evaluated using a text-book series set of 
criterion-referenced tists In oral language development, reading* 
and mathematics on a pretest-posttest oasis. Further^ oral 
language development was assessed by recording the number of 
Objectives which were achieved by the ch\ ]drenPyV5^^^'^Xkb^B.^^^^^ 

Table XIV 

Reported Success Rates In Basic Skill instruction 
frorh Summer Programs 

1982 1983 



Three or more months 


447. 


227. 


53% 


28% 




Two to three months 


J 07. 


307. 


187. 


25% 




One to two months 


297. 


377. 


24% 


36% 




Less than one month 


7% 


1 17. 


5% 


1 1". 
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The SEA reported the number of objectives accompl f shed by the 
children across all grade levels as measured by these crfter ion- 
referenced tests. Specifically, they reported the percentage of 
svjdents who gained In objectives achievement of less than one 
month, one month ♦ two months, and those v*ho gained three or more 
months over the course of the six-to-elght week summer program. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Mississippi conducted both regular and summer school programs In 
reading, language arts and math at 22 locations throughout the 
state during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Grade levels ranging 
from grade 1 through grade 11 were served and the subjects 
offered varied from locatlon-to- location. The programs were 
evaluated through pre-post, norm-referenced testing using both 
fall-to-spring and annual testing cycles. 

The SEA examined program success through the use of grade 
equivalents from a variety of standardized tests. Programs which 
achieved gains of six or more months on their respective tests 
were deemed to be successful. Tt»e gains made by each school 
district by subject and by grade were presented IndividuaHy in 
the Annual Report. That Is, there were no statewide summaries. 
However, the SEA did indicate the number of projects that met the 
criterion ' of success for each subject and grade. There was no 
differentiation between fall-spri.ng and annual test cycles in the 
summaries. An overall su fT>ary of success rates with grade levels 
combined are provided in Table XVe 



In general, greater success was achfeved statewide durfng the 
1982-1983 school year than the previous year. Math programs 
showed the greatest overall success, with language arts having 
the 1 east • 

Teble XV 
Reported Success Rates 
fn Basic Skill Instruction 



1982 1983 

Average Number Percent Average Number Percent 
Successful of Tot.al* Successful of Total* 



Reading 7 35% 10 48% 

Math a 44% 9 50% 

Language Arts 3 33% 3 33% 



• - The base from which the percentages were 

calculated varied according to the number of LEAs 
which offered a particular subject in each year. 

MISSOURI 

Missouri offered programs in reading, math and oral language to 
children in kindergarten through grade 12 during both the regular 
ana summer terms. They evaluated the it programs by reporting the 
average number of objectives achieved and the average percentages 
of gain with respect to these objectives over the course of the 
Instructional term. The statewfde average number and percent of 
objectives achieved were obtained using corrmon teacher rating 
scales across all projects. No statewide aggregation of 
achievement data was reported. 



33 

46 



HONTANA 



Montana offered stx-to-seven week summer programs fn reading and 
math to migrant students In grades one through six. There were n^^ 
regular school term migrant programs In the state during 1982 and 
1983* The programs were evaluated following a pre-p>osttest 
matched scores approach us I ng curr I cu 1 um-embedded non-normed 
tests for each of the two subjects taught. The data were reported 
as raw test scores and» therefore » cen be Interpreted only tn 
light of the specific subject area programs offered* 

NEBRASKA 

Summer programs were offered In the areas of reading and math for 
grades one through eight. There were no regular school term 
programs. The evaluation of the 1983 summer program was 
accomplished through pre- and posttesting the students with a. 
norm-referenced Instrument. The SEA provided an evaluation report 
Only for the 1983 summer program ♦ but Included data from the two 
previous years. 

Even though the evaluation model was non-TIERS, the data were 
reported In NCEs In both reading and math for ages 6» 8» 10» 12, 
and 14. The 164 students* for whom test data were provided* in 
the reading program for Fiscal Year 1983 gained an average of 
nine NCEs. The same number of students averaged an NCE gain of 
8.3 In math for the same period. 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Our tog '='l5cal Year 1982* the 'ocus of the mf grant educatfon 
program was on recruitment and on the development of a plan for 
serving the children. Consequent ly^ there was no Instructional 
program to evaluate. In F seal Year I983f achievement data were 
gathered at the Initiative of LEAs and were targeted toward 
mastery of Indl vidua 1 1 y- Identified basic skills for each child. 
No effort was made to aggregate the data at the state level. 

NEW JERSEY 

Migrant Education Instructional services were offered In reading, 
math and Engl Ish-As-A-Second-Language (ESL) In grades 2 through 
12 during the summer and the regular school terms during each of 
the two fiscal years. Approximately 200 participating children 
were tested In Fiscal Year 1982 using the TIERS norm-referenced 
evaluation model. Criterion-referenced measures were applied for 
assessing the skill development of children who entered the 
district after the original pretesting was completed. 

Although both fall-sprlnn and annual testing cycles were 
used during the regular school term In Fiscal Year i982t the 
results of the Individual LEA data analyses were combined In the 
SEA report. In addition, secondary school g^arte level results 
were combined because of the small numbers of children in these 
grades. Overall, the state obtained an average NCE gain of 4*7 in 
reading and 4.2 fn math. No data were reported by LEAs to the 
SEA for Fiscal Year 1983. 




The summer programs were evaluated using locally selected or 
developed criterion-referenced tests before and after the program 
terms. The Information gained from the tests was Intended for 
diagnosis of skill deficiencies and for reporting on the MSRTS 
Skills List. No achievement Information from the summc*r 
evaluations conducted either year was reported by LEAs to the 
SEA. 

NEW Kt-XICO 

Most migrant students In this state were Formerly Migratory 
during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Instruction was provided In 
reading and language arts In kindergarten through grade 12, and 
In math In grades 1 through 12. Regular school year projects were 
evaluated using the TIERS norm-referenced model. Although both 
fall-spring and annual testing cycles were used by LEAs to 
conduct the evaluations, the results were not reported by cycle 
to the SEA. There were no evaluations reported for the summer 
programs. Summary results of the regular school year analyses, 
with grade level data combined, are reported In Table XVI. 

In general, the 1982 score averages were higher than those 
In 1983 and math averaged greater gatnt' than did the other two 
subjects offered. More students were tested in 1983 than in 1982. 
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Tab I a XVI 

Reported NCE Gains fn Basic Skill Instruction 
from Regular School Year Programs 



1982 1985 





Number 
Tested 


Average' 

NCE Ga'<n 


Numbfcr 
Tested 


Average 
NCE Gafn 


Reading 


1361 


+4.2 


1379 


+3.2 


Math 


872 


+6. 1 


1073 


+6. 1 


Language Arts 


443 


+3.3 


400 


+2.2 



NEW YORK 

New York offered regular school year and surnmer programs during 
both Fiscal Years \n reading, math and language arts to migrant 
students from kindergarten through eligible adult age. All 
migrant students were pretested for diagnostic purposes whenever 
they entt ed the school, "ney were then Instructed In specific 
basic skills drawn from an SEA-determI ned standardized list of 
fifty areas of Instructional concentration. At the discretion of 
the teachers, students were posttested on those skills taught. 

At the end of each school year. LEAs submitted to the SEA the 
number of objectives attempted by the students and the number 
achieved. The SEA then calculated the percent of objectives 
achieved across the state within each area of cor ^centrat ion. 
Thus, the results are Interpretable only in light of the 
spec Mc statewide areas of concentration. 



NEVADA 

The Annual Report for Fiscal Yei ^ 1982 and 1983 contained no 
ach f evement I nf ormat I on . 

NORTH CAROLINA 

North CaroHna offered Instruction to migrant children In reading 
and math In grades one through three and grades sfx and nine. 
Spelling and language arts were also provided In grades three, 
sixt and nine. These lnsti*uct lonai programs were available to the 
ch 1 1 dr en dur I ng the summer -term as we 1 1 . The regu 1 ar term 
programs were evaluated annually using a variety of norm- 
referenced tests which make up the statewide testing program. 

The raw test scores were converted to grade equivalents and 
percentiles and were then compared to state and national 
averages. The tables list scores of the migrant chilare*^ 
conv<*rted to national percentiles and as deviation averages of 
migrant student scores from the annually-derived state averages • 
Interpretations of the deviation averages can be made only In 
light of the state values. There were no achievement evaluation 
cats provided for the summer programs. 

The national percentiles obtained from the migrant students* 
excluding those from grade one* were converted to an equal 
Interval scale (the arcs In )t aggregated across grade levels* 
and retransformed Into percentiles for presentation In Table XVII. 




Table XVII 

Reported National Percent Hes of Migrant Students 
In Reading f Matht and Language 



I9B2 1983 

Number of Average Number of Average 
Students Percent i 1e Students Percent! le 



Reading 3070 39 2143 42 

Hath 3070 52 2143 53 

Language 232C 43 1643 46 



Table XVII suggests that the math and language programs 
achieved greater success than reading both years, and that Fiscal 
Year :983 scores were higher than those of 1982. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Reading and math Instruction were offered during the summer and 
regular school terms in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. LEAs v/ere 
allowed to select the means of evaluating their programs. The 
results were not aggregated by the SEA. Thus, the annual reports 
from North Dakota for these years contained no aggregated 
ach I evement I nf ormat I on • 

OHIO 

Ohio provided programs In '•eadlng, fnath and language arts for 
children at all grade levels during these two years. 
Instructional projects were offered during both the regular and 
summer programs. Each project was evaluated using local ly 



determined techniques. Consequently there jiefe^ no statewide 
aggregation^^ cf ^cjt »f^^^-^»-+ J^f^ . 

OKLAHOMA 

Reading* math and language? arts were offered to migrant students 
In grades kindergarten through \2 during the regular school terms 
of Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Since the local programs were 
designed for the specific students, they served, not all basic 
skill areas were offered at every rjrade level. 

The programs were evaluated through the TIERS norm-referenced 
evaluation model using NCE scores acquired from both fa 11 -spring 
and annual testing cycles. A summary of the SEA results with 
grade levels combined is presented in Table XVIII. 

The table shows that there were more students tested In 
Fiscal Year 1982 than in ti,e fo owing year and that fa 11 -spring 
testing cycles resulted In larger NCE gains. Finally, fall-spring 
residing and math g^lnf were larger than language arts gains for 
both years. But the reverse was true for the annual gair^s In 
Fiscal Year 1983. 



40 

DO 



Table XVIII 

Reported NCE Gains tn Basic Skill Instruct ten 



Reading 

Fal 1 -Spring 

Annual 
Kath 

Fal I -Spring 

Annual 
Language Arts 

Fa 1 1 -Spr f ng 

Annual 



i9g2 

Num'Der Average 

Tested NCE Gain 

839 +8.2 
193 - .4 

435 +5.0 
189 +?.3 

107 +3.7 
167 -0.3 



1983 

Number Average 

Test « »d NCE Gbtr 

558 +5.9 

148 +2.2 

!;96 +6.8 
151 +07 

278 +5.3 
155 +2.3 



OREGON 

Oregon evaluated migrant programs through an approach ca 
Continuous-Flow Monitoring. Basically, it is a plan in which 
specific student objectives, educational tr«at.nent, 
evaluation methods and instruments are detailed for eacr pro J 
The process has been standardized so that consistent Informa 
can be provided across years. The Annual Report from Oregon 
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 contained no achievement Inforn^ati 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Reading and math instruction were offered tc chtldrf»n at var 
grade levels across the state during both regular and su 
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school terms. Since the projects were reported by LEA service 

centers in various ways (e.g., sone by grade level and some by 

migrant status), the specific greJe levels served could not be 
determined from the reports. 

Migrant children were tested in each of these two Fiscal Years 
using the Massachusetts Cr iter ion-iwFerenced Test and a norm- 
referenced test. Although the results were recor'^ed on individual 
student records, no test data were reported to the SEA. Instead, 
LEAs reported proficiencies achieved for those Migrant Student 
Record System Transfer System (MSRTS) skill areas In which 
Instruction was provided for the children. These data do not lend 
themselves to statewide summary aggregations. 

PUERTO RICO 

The migrant education programs for both Fiscal Years 1982 and 
1983 consisted of Instruction In three areas: reading (Spanish), 
math (Spanish), and English In grades 1 through 12 during both 
the summer and the regular school year terms. 

A criterion-referenced test developed by the «=^uerto Rico 
Department of Education was administered In the spring of 1981 
and again In 1982 to assess the combined effects of both the 
surrvner and regular programs for the Intervening year. In Fiscal 
Year 3, pre- and posttestlng was done orily for the summer 

program. There was no evaluation of the regular term program for 
this year. 
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The results of the summer testfngs for Fiscal Year 1983 were 
compfled fndfvfdually for each of the three regfons to determine 
the percentage of students who demonstrated mastery of the 
measured skflls prior to and following the f nstrucc fonal programs 
offered wfthln those regfons. There was no overall summary of 
results reF>orted by the Commonwealth for either of the two fiscal 
years* 

RHODE ISLAND 

Fiscal Year 1982 was the first operational year for migrant 
education within this state. Efforts during the year were 
focused on structuring an evaluation system for later use by 
LEAS. The 1983 Fiscal Year program focus was on reteaching and/or 
reinforcement of skills introduced in regular classroom settings 
to 28 participating students who were located at only one site. 
Program evaluation for this year consisted of teachei — developed 
classroom tests and written reports of individual student 
progress. No data were aggregated at the SEA level. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Instructional programs in reading and math were offered to 
migrant students during the regular school and summer terms. The 
regular school term program consisted of basic skill development 
in pre-kindergarten through grade 11. It concentrated mostly on 
intrastate migratory children. The vast majority of migrant 
children served by the state, approximately 957.» were interstate 
migrants who entered state schools in late spring and summer and 
left in the early fall. Thus, the bulk of the children were 




served each year by the summer program. The evaluatfons of the 
projects for each of the two years were based on eighteen 
performance objectives determined by the state. 

One state-determined objective specified that children 
participating in the regular school year program would achieve 
more than would be expected in the absence of the program. This 
objective was assessed through the use of the TIERS norm- 
referenced model. The test cycle which was used was not reported. 

The 1982 regular term program test administrations showed an 
Overal ' average gain of 1.3 NCEs Ir reading and a 3.5 NCE gain In 
math. Consequent ly» the SEA objective was met. Achievement data 
from the 1983 regular term were deemed by the state to be 
insufficient for any determination of project success ana were, 
therefore, not reported . 

The summer programs were assessed through a criterion- 
referenced approach, examining the average number of basic skills 
the students mastered each week they were In attendance. The 
pertinent objectives stated that children participating in the 
summer programs would master an averrge of two reading skills 
per week and those In math would average two math skills per 
week. The results of the data analyses are summarized in Table 
XIX. 
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Table XIX 
Reported Averages of Skill Mastery 
In Reading and Mathematics 

T982 1983 

Number of Average Skills Number of Average Skfl.s 
Ch I 1 dren Mastered/Week Ch I 1 dren Mastered/Week 

Reading 468 2.1 439 2.3 

Math 459 2.4 427 2.7 



The table shows that the SEA objectives were achieved in all 

four instances with the 1983 level of achievement higher on 

average than the level attained than the preceding year. Math had 
a higher attainment I eve! than reading 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Reading and math instructional programs were offered^ ^aertTSs^ 
grades 1 through 10 during the regular school terms for Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983. Norm--referenced te3t data were collected on 
an annual basts in April 198!t 1982, and 1983. The average score 
changes across grades 1 through 10 were -1.0 NCEs in reading and 
about -10.0 NCEs in math for the 17 students reported between 
1981 and 1982. Gains between the spring of 1982 and 1983 averaged 
about 1.0 nCE In Reading and 1.5 NCEs In math for the 22 students 
reported. 
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TENNESSEE 

Summer and regular school year Instruct fona I programs tn reaH fng 
and math wrire offered to migrant students. The grade levels 
served were left to the discretion of the LEAs. The programs 
statP- *de were evaluat ' using locally-selected norm-referenced 
tes'*"'* and the results reported using locally- selected scales. 
Thus, there are no SEA aggregations of achievement data for these 
two years. 

TEXAS 

Various Instructional programs were ofvered to migrant students. 
However, evaluation data were only reported by the SEA In reading 
and math for the regular school term ?n grades 2 through 12. In 
Fiscal Year 1982f LEAs evaluated their projects using the TIERS 
norm-referenced model . Scores were reported by grade for both 
^a11 -spring and annual testing cycles. 

t\ summary of the 1982 Fiscal Year results fs presentf?d In 
Table XX. It should be noted that provisions are made for both 
remedial and enrichment programs (for avsraqe and above-average 
students) tn the local schools. 

During this reporting period, no dl s*: I net I ons were made 
between students enrolled In these two diverge programs, so that 
the data reported by the SEA to ED ref I eel s a co I 1 ect I ve 
representat Ion of scores of students In both 

programs. Additional ly, the scores reported In the table represent 
test data from 94 LEAs operating migrant education programs, 
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whtch Is 24 percent of the total nunr>ber of mf grant education 
programs funded fn Texas. This Is a result of a sampling plan 
Texas had Instituted fn 1979 which required only one-third of the 
LEAS to submit evaluation data each v^ear. 

Table XX shows that fa 1 1 -spring gains were larger than 
annual gains In both reading and math (no annual data were 
reported for language arts). Secondt math gains were larger than 
reading gains. 

Table XX 



RepHDrted NCE Gains 


In Reading 


and Math 


for Fiscal 


Year 1982 






Number 
Tested 


Average 
NCE Gain 


Fal 1 -Spring 






Reading 


7059 


+ 2.6 


Math 


51 19 


+ 3.6 


Language Arts 


3906 


+2.7 


Annua 1 






Reading 


71 18 


+0.7 


Math 


2957 


+4.4 


Language Arts 


• 


« 



• - Not Reported 
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In Fiscal Yea. 1983f LEAs submitted percentages of students 
In grades three, five, and nine who mastered objectives on the 
Texas Assessment of ^ 5c Skills. This information represented 
status G9ta on the population rather than gains, since the 
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assessment Is conducted only In February and can be Interpreted 
only In light of the LEA's specific objectives. A visual 
comparison between the data submitted to the SEA In Fiscal Years 
1982 and 1983 evidenced an Increase In the percentage of students 
mastering the objectives In all grades for all subject areas 
assessed: reading, math, and writing. 

UTAH 

Utah operated only six-week summer migrant programs In reading, 
math and language arts* Grades kindergarten through 8 were server 
In Fiscal Year 1982 and kindergarten through grade lOwere served 
In 1983. The programs were evaluated using an SEA- adopted norm-- 
referenced test on a pre-posttest basis. The test scores were 
reported as grade equivalents. The state report summarized the 
data using unweighted means. Table XXI presents the state 
averages across weighted grade level averages. 

Table XXI 

Reported Grade Equivalent GaJns from Regular 
School Year Basic Skill Instruction 



1982 1983 

Number Avg. G.E. Number Avg. G.E 
Tested Gain Tested Gain 



Reading 293 +0.2 349 +0.4 

Math 293 +0.1 329 +0.2 

Language Arts 293 +0.2 279 +0.2 
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„or. student, -ere te.^ed In Fiscal Year 1983 and the gains 
were equal to or higher than those from the previous year. Most 
Of the sain appears to have occurred In the 1983 reading program. 



VERMONT 



Ver^nt offered reading Instruction only during the regular 
school year ter.s In Fiscal Years 1982 and .-.83 to m.gran. 
Children het-een the ages cf 5 through 16. Inclusive. Enrichment 
programs containing no for™, evaluation reporting system -ere 
provided to Children during the summer sessions. 

The TIERS norm-referenced model -as ut. 1 1 zed In evaluating 
the regular term programs. However, the' SEA reports for the t-o 
.ears did not spec I fy the type of testing cycles used. The 
-elghted NCE gains from th. test administrations are presented In 
Table XXI I . 

Table XXI I 
Reported NCE Gains in Reading for 
Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 



1982 



1983 



Number Average Number Average 
T^^fPd Gain Tested t^CZ Gain , 



Elementary 76 +1.7 

(5-11 years) 52 » 

Adolescent _ 94 +4.1 

(12-16 years) 24 +1 • ' 
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In both age groups t greater gains were made fn 1983 than fn 
1982* The adolescent group gains were larger than those of the 
elementary age migrant children. 

VIRGINIA 

Instructional programs were offered to migrant children in the 
subject areas cf reading and marh In pre-klndergarten through 
grade 12 In Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 during both the summer and 
the regular school terms. An early childhood education program 
was also provided during the summer of 1983. All programs were 
evaluated using the Virginia Migrant Education Criterion- 
Referencec' Test of Basic Skills. The regular program was 
evaluated using a fa 11 -spring testing cycle while the summer 
programs were tested at the beginning and again at the end of the 
terms. The results of the evaluation are presented In Table 
XXI 1 1 . 
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Table XXI II 

Reported Success Rates \r\ Reading and Math from 
Regular School Ye^r and Summer Programs 



1982 1983 

Regular School Year 

Read 1 ng 

Number Tested 211 125 

Number Successful 71 90 

Percent Succc=>st-u^ 33% 72% 
Hath 

Number Tef.ced 180 97 

Number S«>ccessfu1 52 62 

Percent Successful 29% 64% 

Summer School 

Read t ng 

Number Tested 144 68 

Number Successful 122 66 

Percent Successful 85V 97% 
Hath 

Number Tested 155 65 

Number Successful 117 58 

Percent Successful 75% 89% 



The prfme objective of the programs was that participating 
children would achieve at least one month of test score gain for 
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each month of Instruction In each subject area as measured by the 
test. The evaluation, then, consisted of determining the percent 
of migrant children achlc-ving the object fve. 

The table shows that for both reading and math. Including the 
summer terms, the percentage of children showing success In 
meeting the objective was greater In 1983 than in 1982. However, 
the number of participating students In Fiscal Year 1983 was 
roughly one-half of that for 1S^82. Across both years, greater 
success was evidenced in reading than In math, anc' the summer 
programs were more successful in achieving the state goal than 
were the regular school year programs. 

WASKINGTON 

Although reading, math, and language arts were offered across 
several grade levels during both the regular and summer school 
terms, the only evaluation data reported for the two-year period 
were test scores for fourth-grade students only. The data were 
gathered as a part of the statewide annual assessment in the fall 
of each year, using a common standardized norm-refer - need test* 

The data summaries, presented In Table XIV, were reported as 
median percentiles. As can be seen in the table, more migrant 
students were tested in Fiscal vear 1982 than in 1983. The median 
percentiles in reading and language arts were lower in 1983 than 
in 1982, while the reverse was true in math. 
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Table XXIV 

Reported Median Percentiles of Migrant Children 
Following Basic Skill Instruction 



Number Median Number Median 

Tested Percent 1 1 e Tested Percent 1 1 e 



Reading 599 34 483 33 

Math 602 38 478 40 

Language Arts 604 36 481 33 



WEST VIRGINIA 

Most of the children who participated In the migrant education 
programs within this state during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 were 
Currently Migrant and were In the ?^tate for very short periods of 
time In the summer and early fall. Consequently, the SEA did not 
require LEAs to submit achievement evaluation reports. 

Insteadf LEAs used locally-developed and standardized norm- 
referenced tests of their choice to assess Individual projects. 
The SEA evaluated projects through on-site reviews and end-of- 
project written summaries. 

WISCONSIN 

Wisconsin provided instructional services to migrant students in 
reading, math, and oral language in pre--k i ndergarten through 
grade 12 during both the regular and summer terms. The programs 
were evaluated through a variety of instruments ranging from 
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norm-referenced standardized tests* criterion-referenced tests • 
and locally-constructed tests to teacher checklists* 

The state reported achievement In terms of the numbers and 
percentages of students who attained i t least one month of 
academic grov^t^ as measured by the criterion-referenced tests 
for each month of Instruction. How this standard was determined 
Is not outlined In the report* however. The results reported are 
presented In Table XXV. 

Table XXV 

Reported Success Rates In Baste Skill Instruction 
Regular School Year and Summer Programs 

1982 1983 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Tested Successf u 1 Tested Successf u 1 

Regular- School Year 

665 86% 674 90X 

590 817. 466 837. 

359 89% 531 97% 

Summer Program 

1174 817. 11?9 687. 

! !79 78% 997 75% 

876 827. 997 727. 




Reading 
Hath 

Language Arts 

Reading 
Math 

Language Arts 



One can easily see that the summer terms served larger 
numbers of migrant students than the regular Fchoo) term 
programs • but they har* lower percentages of students who achieved 
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the destred standard of academtc growth. The regular ;choo1 t 
program success rates for Fiscal Year 1983 ex^eed^d those of 
1982 term, but th^^ reverse was true for the summer programs. 

I^YOHING 

Summer programs In read f ngt language arts and math for mJjjr 
children between the ages of 5 through 17. Indus! v.. * 
offered during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. No regular school i 
programs were presented during that time. The sur#ner progi 
v^ere evaluated by LEAs using an objectives-based app'^cjch, 
which data were generated by Interviews with pa»-enrs ^nd pro, 
directors, by staff questionnaires, analysis of video tapes 
learning situations, and local classroom tests. 

On the basis of these evaluation approaches, Indivi- 
student data In terms of skill acquisitions were recorded loc 
using MSRTS sktl cod'cS. Local eva1uat:)rs th^n aggregatc^d t! 
data Into age band groupings (5 through 9 rnd 10 thrc jgh 17) 
compared the total number of students in each band to the t 
number of skills acquired by th it group. These ratios 
converted to average ratios which were then compared to 
average number of days attended by each s»roup No state 
summary achievement data were reported by ti^e S^'A. 
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Appendix 16 



Date Filmed 



March 29, 1991 
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